Bentgen prior to his decision to discharge Mr. Cooley,  Coupled with the
fact that the practice of lighting the dryer with burning paper appears to
have been general knowledge among the dryer operators and dryer laborers,
there is a strong inference that Mr. Cooley also communicated his safety
concerns directly to Mr. Chalmers, and that Mr. Chalmers chose to ignore
them.  In short, I conclude and find that the communications made by
Mr. Cooley regarding his safety concern falls within the test enunciated
by the Commission in the Dunmire and Estle case discussed above.

The reasonableness of Mr. Cooleyjs workjrefusal

Having concluded that the practice of lighting the dryer pilot light
in question with a burning piece of paper was an unsafe practice, the
next question presented is whether Mr. Cooley's belief that it was unsafe
was reasonable, and whether his reluctance or refusal to follow this
practice was made in good faith,

Mr. Cooley has a limited education, and after viewing him on the stand
during the course of the hearing he impressed me as being candid and
straightforward. Although his prior work record and differences with his
supervisors, as reflected by the record and the testimony of several
witnesses, lead me to conclude that he may be short tempered and lacking in
self-restraint when dealing with co-workers and supervisors, he nonetheless
Impressed me as being sincere when he testified that he was frightened by
the prospect of being required to light the dryer pilot light with burning
paper and that his fears were heightened even more when he singed the hair
of his fingers as the result of a "flash-back" from an unsuccessful
attempt to initiate pilot with a burning piece of paper.

In addition to Mr. Cooley's testimony, electrician Stubblebine,
who testified that he had no dealings with him, nonetheless respected
his right to refuse to light the pilot with burning paper if he believed
it was unsafe. As a matter of fact, Mr. Stubblebine commented that if
he thought it was unsafe he too would refuse to light it in that fashion
and that if the company disciplined him for this he would file a complaint
as did Mr. Cooley.

Although dryer operator Smock expressed no fear at lighting the dryer
with burning paper and fashioned his own "one-man operation" procedure
for doing this, he confirmed that Mr. Cooley did not know much about the
dryer operation and was not as experieinced as he was. Given these
circumstances, Mr. Smock did not find Mr. Cooley's reluctance to light the
dryer with burning paper to be unusual. Dryer operator Phelps gave similar
testimony, and former operator Stumpmier testified that he too would
refuse to light the dryer with burning paper because he believed it was an
unsafe practice and so informed safety director Bentgen. He also confirmed
the fact that apprpximately a month after Mr, Cooley's discharge Mr. Bentgen
issued a memorandum seating that anyone c.aught lighting the dryer with a
burning piece of paper would be subject to company disciplinary action,
including discharge, and the record reflects that this policy is still in
effect.d that  the record supports
